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LETTER TO THE EDITORS, 
FROM WALTER BALFOUR, 
On the Day of Judgment. 
(Concluded from p. 155.) 

But what completely satisfies me, that no change 
of subject is made from a figurative to a literal re- 
currection in verse 27, is the very passage in ques- 
tion for consideration. To this I shall now pay 
attention. It is then said, “ Marvel not at this.” 
Marvel not at what, let it be asked? Evidently at 
the things our Lord had just been stating, that the 
Father had given to the Son to have life in himself, 
and also authority to execute judgment. Marvel 
not at this, “ for the hour is coming, in the which all 
(hat are in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall 
ome forth; they that have done good, unto the 
resurreetion of life; and they that have done evil, 
ynto the resurrection of damnation.” These words 
are considered as teaching a literal resurrection of 
ithe dead at the end of this world, and that some 
shall come forth to enjoy endless life or happiness, 
and others to endure endless damnation or misery. 
| shall now attempt to show that they relate to no 
such time, nor teach any such doctrine. Let us 
then inquire : 

Ist. What time is meant by the expression, “ the 
hour is coming.” I need hardly observe, that the 
word hour, here, does not mean precisely what we 
callan hour. The same word is often rendered time 
in other passages, and is so rendered by some trans- 
lators, in this very passage. If the phrase, “ the hour 
is coming,” means the hour or time of the literal 
resurrection of all the dead, itis the only place where 
it is so used in all the Bible. A single example does 
not occur where this expression is used in reference 
tosuch a period. What was the hour or time then 
our Lord referred to? He had used in verse 25, 
precisely the same Greek expression, holi erketai 
hora, “ the hour is coming.” But in its usage in both 
these places, we cannot learn any thing with cer- 
tainty what time is referred to. Well, let us have 
recourse to other texts where it is used by the same 
writer, for we do not find it used by any other, and 
let us see what time he did refer to by the words, 
“the hour is coming.” In John iv. 21, he uses the 
very same Greek phrase, though a little varied in its 
rendering in our version. “Jesus saith unto her, 
Woman, believe me, the hour cometh, when ye small 
neither in this mountain, nor yet at Jerusalem, wer- 
ship the Father.” Did our Lord here mean, that at 
the general resurrection of the dead, people should 
ueither worship at mount Gerizzim nor at Jeru- 
‘élem? No man will say so. What period did he 





then refer to? Let us hear Dr. Whitby on this text. 
“ This controversy, saith Christ, will shortly be de- 
cided by removing the occasion of it, viz. This way 
of worshipping God by sacrifices, and by giving 
liberty to worship God with spiritual sacrifices in 
any place, as the prophet Malachi foretold, chap. i. 
11.” This then took place at the end of the age, 
when the Jewish system was abolished, their tem- 
ple destroyed, and they scattered among all nations. 
When Paul wrote to the believing Hebrews, it was 
ready to vanish away ; Heb. viii. 13; and they saw 
the day when it should take place, approaching ; 
Heb. x. 25. It was so near when John wrote his first 
epistle, that the last hour had arrived, chap. ii. 18. 
It is evident then, that John used the phrase “the 
bour is coming,” in reference to the end of the Jew- 
ish dispensation, as is evident from this text, and 
had used it previous!y to his uttering this expres- 
sion in the passage under consideration. Nor is this 
the only instance of its previous usage in the same 
sense, for in verse 23d of the same chapter, we find 
John uses precisely the same language he used verse 
25th of this very discourse, “the hour cometh and 
now is’—* But the hour cometh, and now is, when 
the true worshippers shall worship the Father in 
spirit and in truth: for the Father seeketh such to 
worship him.” At the’ time Clirist spoke, those 
who believed in him worshipped the Father in spirit 
and in truth. But the hour was coming when this 
should be also done, and done more perfectly and 
extensively by the removal of the forms of Mosaic 
ritual, and the extension of Christ’s religion in the 
world. No man thinks that the period here re- 
ferred to, by “the hour is coming,” is the hour 
of the general resurrection of the dead at the end 
of this world. Did the Father such to 
worship him at the general resurrection of the 
dead ? 

But again, John says, chapter xvi. 2, erketat hora 
“the hour cometh that whosoever killeth you will 
think that he doeth God service.” 


seek 


He adds, verse 
4,“ And these things have I told you, that when 
the time shall come, ye may remember that I told 
you of them.” Were the apostles killed at the hour 
or time of the general resurrection? It would be 
idle to show that the period referred to is that which 
immediately preceded the destruction of Jerusalem, 
see Matt. xxiv. 9—15, &c. No one thinks our 
Lord meant, that, when the time came at the 
general resurrection the apostles would remember 
that he had told them of their being killed while he 
was on earth. The time that they should remem- 
ber what he had told them, was the same time at 
which be who killed any of them would think 
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that he did God service. But was this at the resur- 
rection of the dead ? 

But John uses the same phrase erketai hora, in 
verse 25. “These things have I spoken unto you 
in proverbs: the time cometh, when I shall no more 
speak unto you in proverbs, but I shall show you 
plainly of the Father.” And adds in verse 32, “ Be- 
hold the hour cometh, yea, is now come, idou erketat 
hora kai nun eleluthen, that ye shall be scattered, 
every man to his own, and shall leave me alone: 
and yet I am not alone, because the Father is with 
me.” Did Christ not show his disciples plainly of 
the Father until the resurrection of the dead ? And 
is it to be at the resurrection of the dead that they 
are to be scattered every man to his own? At the 
apprehension of Christ in the garden, all his disci- 
ples forsook him and fled, &c. This period an- 
swers to the hour which he said, “is now come.” 
Again, at the desiruction of Jerusalem they were 
scattered every man to his own, for all were com- 
manded to hasten their escape. See Matt. xxiv. 
16—23. This answers to the period, “ The hour 
cometh,” in the above passages. If it is not then 
settled, that the hour which was coming, in the 
which all that are in the graves should come forth, 
does not refer to the literal resurrection of the dead, 
I shall for ever despair of ascertaining the sense of 
any text of scripture. If John is permitted to ex- 
plain his own meaning, “the hour is coming” is 
precisely fixed by him in these texts now quoted. 
He used this language, both before and after this 
discourse with the unbelieving Jews, and in all the 
places where he used it, no one will say he refer- 
red to the hour of the literal resurrection of the 
dead. . 

These are all the passages where I can find this 
phraseology used. It is evident that the time of the 
resurrection of the dead is not meant, but the hour 
or time of the destruction of Jerusalem. This I 
think no candid man can or will dispute. It is de- 
signated by the general expression, “the hour is 
coming.” Nor could our Lord designate this time 


more definite!y, for heesays, Matt. xxiv. 36, “ But of 


that day and hour knoweth no man, no, not the an- 
gels of heaven, but my Father only.” It is noto- 
rious, how frequently this period is referred to by 
the word hour. Although, it was certain, that it 
should come on the generation of Jews whom 
our Lord addressed, yet he commanded his disci- 
ples to watch, for they knew neither the day nor 
the hour wherein the Son of man cometh. It will 
not certainly be disputed, that if the time expressed 
by “the hour is coming,” be as 4 have stated, it 
changes the whole aspect of the passage. It deter- 
mines the things said to be done at this time, for it 
was at the hour that was coming, all that were in 
the graves should hear Christ’s voice. To disprove 
my views it must then be proved, that the period 
referred to, by “the hour is coming,” is the literal 


resurrection of all the dead. We do not think it of 


much use to prove this by asserting it. Let it be 
shown by an appeal to the scriptures that this is the 
sense the sacred writers attached to this expres- 
sion. 





If these remarks, fixing the period, “ the hour j. 
coming,” to the destruction of Jerusalem be co; 
rect, it is almost unnecessary tO say any thing or 
the remainder of the passage. It shows, that tip 
resurrection mentioned, cannot be a literal recy. 
rection of the dead, for no one pretends that such , 
resurrection took place at the destruction of Jen 
salem. Unless then it can be proved, that th, 


7 


phrase, “the hour is coming,” does refer to thy 


time of the literal resurrection of the dead, all ide, 
of punishment in a future state must be abandoned 
from this passage. The proof of this I have no ey 
pectation of ever seeing. At any rate, I ought, 
be excused from prosecuting my remarks, until it i: 
produced. But I shall proceed to consider, 

2d. The nature of the resurrection, said to tak; 
> The word twice 
rendered resurrection in this passage, is anastasiz 
It is taken for granted by many, that this word sig. 
nifies only a literal resurrection, and most people 
think it can mean nothing else. But this isa great 


place, at“ the hour is coming.’ 


mistake, as the following quotations show: [); 
Campbell on Matt. xxii. 23, thus writes, “Thy 
word anastasis, or rather the phrase, anastasis ty 
nekron, is indeed the common term, by which ¢! 
resurrection, properly so called, is denominated i 
the New Testament. Yet this is neither the only, 
nor the primitive import of the word anastasis. |; 
denotes simply, being raised from inactivity to a 
tion, or froin obscurity to eminence, or a return t 
such a state, after an interruption. The verb anis 
temi has the like latitude of signification, and bot! 
words are used in this extent by the writers of the 
Ney Testsment, as weil as by the seventy. Agree 
ably therefore to the original import, arising frot 
a seat is properly termed a@anastasis, so is awaking 
out of sleep, or promotion from an inferior cond 
tion. The word occurs %n this last sense, Luke 


34.” See also Parkhurst, as que ed in the Magy 
zine Noy. 12, ult. Other authoritics might | 
quoted in proof, but these are suificient. It is 


plain case then, that the word resurrection, det 
mines nothing about a literal resurrection. 

No person can suppose, that these writers writ- 
so, with any design to favour my views of this pas 
sage. But J ask, could they have written any thing 
more to my purpose, if this had actually been the: 
design? It is easily perceived, that their definition 
of anastasis, allows me a very wide range of inter- 
pretation. They allow me to consider anastasis to 
denote “being raised from inactivity to action, oF 
from, obscurity to eminence, or a return to such a 
state after an interruption. Rising from a seat is 
properly termed anastasis, so is awaking out ol 
sleep, or promotion from an inferior condition,” as 
well as a literal resurrection from death. What 
has led to the idea of a literal resurrection being 
taught in this passage, is its being said, “ the hour 
is coming, in the which all that are in the graves 
shall hear his voice.” But why not also conclude 
from verse 25, that “the dead” are the naturally 
dead ? We have as much reason to conclude, that 
“ the dead,” are the naturally dead in verse 29, a 
that in the graves means persons literally in th 
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smbs or sepulchres verse 28, until it is satisfacto- 
rily shown that our Lord changed the subject of his 
jiscourse from a figurative to a literal resurrection. 
But has this ever been, or will it ever be proved ? 
That persons are said to be in the graves who are 
not naturally dead is easily proved ; yea, that this is 
said of the Jewish nation is obvious from Ezek. 
xxxvii. 11, 12, 13, 14, “ Then he said unto me, Son 
of man, these bones are the whole house of Israel : 
pehold they say, our bones are dried, and our hope 
js lost: we are cut off for our parts. Therefore 
prophesy and say unto them, Thus saith the Lord 
God; Behold, O my people, I will open your 
sraves, and cause you to come up out of your 
suit and bring you into the land of Israel, And 
ve shall know that I am the Lord, when I have 
pened your graves, O my people, and brought you 
up out of your graves, and shall put my spirit in you, 
and ye shall live ; and I shall place you in your own 
lands : then shall ye know that I the Lord hath 
spoken it, and performed it, saith the Lord.” Here 
itis said they were not only in the graves, but are 
said to have their graves opened, and to be brought 
up out of their graves, yet no one ever thought of a 
literal resurrection, but only a revival of the na- 
tion as to their moral or political condition. The 
Jews were familiar with such a mode of speaking, 
is is evident from the quotation made from Whitby 
m1 Peter iv. 6, above. It appears to me that cur 
Lord when he uttered the passage under conside- 
ration, had the above passage from Ezekiel in view, 
for he uses the very same Greek word rendered 
rraves, as is used in the seventy version of that text. 
The Jewish nation whom our Lord addressed, had 
long been in a state of moral and political death. 
They were not only dead, but buried in their lusts, 
in the language of the prophet, were in the 
A few of them under our Lord’s ministry 
had heard his voice, and were revived to moral or 
spiritual life, during the time expressed in the 
phrase “ note ts,” verse 25. But he says in the 28th, 
“The hour is coming in the which all that are in 
the graves shall hear his voice and shall come forth.” 
Come forth from what? They shall come forth 
from this state of inactivity to action, from this 
moral and political death, &c. But this coming 
forth shall be very different in some from others, 
for, 


graves. 


Ist. They that have done good shall come forth 
“unto the resurrection of life.” If the “hour that 
was coming,” was not at the literal resurrection of 
the dead, neither can the life mentioned be under- 
stood of natural life. To maintain a decent con- 
gruity in the passage requires this. The life must be 
understood in unison with the nature of the time 
and resurrection mentioned. What life then is this ? 
I answer, the same life to which our Lord refers, 
Matt. xviii. 8; “ Wherefore, if thy hand or thy foot 
offend thee, cut them off, and cast them from thee : 
itis better for thee to enter into life halt or maimed, 
rather than having two hands or two feet, to be cast 
into everlasting fire. And if thine eye offend thee, 
pluck it out, and cast it from thee: it is better for 





thee to enter into life with one eye rather than 
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having two eyes to be cast into hell fire.” See also 
Mark ix. 43—47. But notice, that in verse 48, what 
is called entering into life in the other texts, is 
called “ entering into the kingdom of God.” Inthe 
Inquiry into the words Sheol, &c. 1 have shown, 
that hell fire, and everlasting fire, are the same 
thing, and that both refer to the temporal judgments 
of God, It has been also shown, that to enter into 
life, and into the kingdom of God, mean the same 
thing, and both these refer to entering into our 
Lord’s kingdom in this world, which at the end of 
the Jewish dispensation was te come with power. 
Then he was to come in his glory, the redemption 
of his disciples drew near, and at this period they 
were to shine forth in the kingdom of their Father. 
I think I can also show, that the everlasting life 
into which the righteous are said to go, Matt. xxv. 
46, is the same life as in the passage before us. 
They that had done evil went away into everlasting 
punishment, and they that had done good unto life 
eternal. This cannot however be done here. It 
shows however, the truth of one of my reasons for 
declining a consideration of this text, and 2 Cor. v. 
10, as ny sentiments must appear to great disad- 
vantage when not fully laid before the reader. 

2d. And they that have done evil unto the resur- 
rection ef damnation. It has been noticed above, 
that the word rendered damnation here, is the same 
as is rendered judgment verse 22, and condemna- 
tion verse 24. This damnation, is then the con- 
demnation into which those who believed should 
not come, the judgment the Father committed to 
the Son, and which he gave him authority to exe- 
cute, see verses 22, Was this then either 
endless or limited punishment in a future state ? 
From what has been already said, I should think 
not. Every reader will anticipate the answer that 
it must be the damnation or punishment inflicted 
on men at the end of the Jewish dispensation, and 
especially on that nation who were so highly favour- 
ed with our Lord’s ministry. It will not be denied, 
and therefore need not be proved, that they came 
forth to the resurrection of damnation or punish- 
ment at this period. They have gone away unto 
everlasting punishment; Matt. xxv. 46, and are 
punished with everlasting destruction from the 
presence of the Lord, 2 Thes. i. 9. This is not 
only a matter of scripture testimony, but is also a 


24, 27. 


matter of fact. 

Though most people would excuse me from 
pursuing this subject further, yet I shall here intro- 
duce all the places in the New Testament, where 
the word krisis here rendered damnation is used, 
that we may see how it is applied by the sacred 
writers. It will not only confirm all I have said, 
but will show the connexion between my views of 
this passage and others to which I alluded at the 
commencement. The word krisis occurs, verses 
22, 24, 27, 29, 30, of this discourse, sufficiently no- 
ticed already. In John iii. 19, it is rendered con- 
demnation. “And this is the condemnation, that 
light is come into the world, and men loved dark- 
ness rather than light, because their deeds were 
evil.” It occurs in the following places and is 
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John vii. 24, and viii. 15, 16, and xii. 31, and xvi. 
&, 11; Matt. xxiii. 23, and Luke xi. 42. As no 
person would contend, that any reference is made 
in these texts to future punishment, I am saved the 
Jabour of any remarks. In Matt. v. 21,22; 1 Tim. 
V. 24, it is also rendered judgment, and refers to a 
judicial sentence. And in 2 Peter ii. 11, it is ren- 
dered accusation, and means a mental judgment or 
decision. But I find krisis rendered judgment, and 
in the plural judgments, and is used to express God's 
judgments on the great whore, &c. Rev. xix. 2, and 
xvi. 7, and xiv. 7, and xviii. 10. No remarks are 
necessary, fer no sensible person would contend, 
that these judgments or punishments were inflicted 
in a future state. 

In the following texts, the phrase, “the day of 
judgment” occurs, Matt. x. 15, and xi. 22, 24, and 
xii. 36; Mark vi. 11; Luke x. 14; 2 Peter ii. 9, 
and iii. 7; 1 John iv. 17. In the following it is “the 
judgment,” Matt. xii. 41, 42. Luke xi. 31, 32. Now, 
the word rendered judgment in these texts, is kri- 
sis. In my answer to Mr. Sabine, I have attempted 
to show, that, “the judgment,” and “the day of 
Judgment,” is that which came on the Jewish na- 
tion at the end of the age or dispensation. If this 
be correct, it is easily perceived, that it is the same 
as the resurrection of damnation in the passage we 
are considering. But for the proof adduced, I must 
beg leave to refer to the answer. 

In 2 Thess. i. 5, krists is also rendered judgment. 
In a communication in the Magazine, vol 5, on this 
whole context, | have attempted to show, that “ the 
righteous judgment” of God mentioned, refers to 
the same temporal judgment which came on the 
Jewish nation. To this also, I beg leave to refer 
the reader for the proof. In Matt. xxiii. 33, krisis 
is rendered damnation, “How can ye escape the 
damnation of hell ?” In the Inquiry into the words 
Sheol, Hades, &c. I think I have proved, that this 
has no seference to a punishment in a place called 
hell in a future state, but to the same temporal ca- 
Jamities which came on the Jewish nation. The 
same damnation as in the passage before us. 

But this word is rendered damnatiun and judg- 
ment in the following passages, and in all of them it 
is supposed to refer to punishment in a future state. 
The blasphemer against the spirit was in danger of 
eternal damnation, Mark iii. 29. In Heb. x. 27, 
we read of a certain fearful looking for of judgment. 
In James ii. 13, of some who shall have judgment 
without mercy. And in Jude xiv. 15, it is said, 
“behold the Lord cometh with ten thousand of his 
saints to execute judgment.” And 2 Peter ii. 4, 
“For if God spared not the angels that sinned, but 
cast them down to hell, and delivered them into 
chains of darkness, to be reserved unto judgment.” 
See also Jude 6. All these texts I have considered 
in the Inquiries referred to above, and which I wish 
to have completed. 

The last text in which krisis occurs, is Heb. ix. 
27, “and as it is appointed unto men once to die, 
but after this the judgment.” This is considered, I 
presume, the most plausible text in the whole Bible, 
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in favour of a judgment or punishment after the dix 
solution of soul and body. It is in every person’, 
mouth, and is considered conclusive on the subject 
of future punishment. I am willing to concede tp 
them, that it is the most plain and plausible, ang 
was once so considered by myself. Now, I woyi; 
only say that if I cannot show, that it has no refey. 
ence to limited or endless misery in a future state, 
I am willing that every line I have written, contrary 
to the endless misery of the wicked, may be for eye, 
blotted out. Many persons whom I highly esteew, 
lament my change of opinion on this subject, and » 
doubt think that I have shut my eyes against ql} 
such texts. I hope if my life is spared, to show w 
them, that they are mistaken. My religious opi 
ions are changed, decidedly changed on this su! 
ject, but this change has been produced, by wha] 
believe to be more enlarged and correct views 
scripture. I feel a strong desire to show them this, 
not only in my own defence, but that they also may 
be led to examine the scriptures, and renoung 
opinions, dishonourable to the character of God, x 
variance with the salvation of Christ, and surely not 
very comforting to their own minds. 

But I must close this lengthy communication 
A “Disciple of Truth” presses this question upon 
me; “If the doctrine of a future judgment and re. 
tribution be not true, how will you account for tl 
fact, that our Lord should use expressions which s 
literally express what is not true, and so perfectly 
calculated to lead people to believe it?” Answer 
The sense which men have put on our Lord’s ex 
pressions lead them to believe this doctrine. But 
the question is, Was this the sense our Lord a 
tached to such expressions? If it was not, then all 
the blame lies with men, who have attached such a 
sense to his expressions. Whether I have shown 
their sense to be false, and have given a correct 
view of our Lord’s meaning, is submitted for the 
candid consideration of a “ Disciple of Truth.” 

I am yours, &c. W. BALFOUR 
—_<>— 
From the (Boston) Recorder and Telegraph. 
UNIVERSALISM DISPROVED, 
EY A NEW PROCESS OF REASONING. 
“Det the wicked forsake his way, and the unrighteow 
mam his thoughts, and let him return unto tle 

Lord, and he will have mercy upon him, and to 

our God, for he will abundantly ranvos. 

Isa. ly. 7. 

It is evident from this passage, and from hundreds 
of others to be found in the Bible, that God till be- 
stow pardon upon the truly penitent. ‘This is the 
truth (and it is one which I presume no denomi: 
tion of Christians has ever pretended to call in ques 
tion) on which I shall chiefly rely, in disproving the 
doctrine of Universal Salvation. 

It is well known to those, who have had much 
acquaintance with the believers in this doctrine, 
that there is a great diversity in their religious sen 
timents. They all agree, to be sure, in the geoera! 
conclusion, that the whole human race will finally 
be saved ; but in their modes of arriving at this con- 
clusion, they differ variously and widely. It is ny 
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intention to disprove their several schemes, by com- 
paring them with the universally acknowledged 
truth, that God will bestow pardon upon the truly 
neniient. 

" Some have supposed that there is no sin in the 
world, or inthe universe. “ Every man,” say they, 
“answers the particular end for which he was 
made. Every man accomplishes the work, which 
it was intended he should accomplish. One man 
performs the will of God as much as another. 
Whatever is, is right, morally right.” The conclu- 
sion is, therefore, that all men will be saved. But 
if there is no sin in the world, why does God pro- 
pose pardon to the penitent? Do not pardon and 
penitence necessarily imply crime and guilt? Who- 
ever was pardoned, that had committed no offence ? 
The fact, that God proposes pardon to the penitent, 
is proof conclusive that men are sinners ; that they 
have violated, not indeed his general purposes, but 
his laws; and that the scheme of universal salva- 
tion, Which is founded on the supposition that there 
is no sin in the world, is wholly a delusion. 

Some have supposed that all men are sinners; 
but that every sin brings its own punishment directly 
along with it. Every one suffers as much as he de- 
serves, in the adversities and ills of the present life ; 
so that when the sufferings of the present life are 
past, all suffering is ended. There is nothing to be 
feared beyond the grave. But God, we have seen, 
proposes pardon to the penitent. Pardon implies, 
not only crime and guilt, but exposure to punish- 
ment. The very act of bestowing pardon, is the 
act of freeing the person receiving it from his liabil- 
ity to suffer deserved punishment. Such is the na- 
ture of this act, both as it occurs among men, and 
as spoken of in the word of God. What then is the 
proper punishment of sin? What is the punishment 
to which all sinners are liable previous to pardon, 
and from which pardon frees those who repent? Is 
it indeed the adversities and tls of the present life ? 
But who are free from these ? And, on this ground, 
who are pardoned? And, as God promises pardon 
to those who repent, who are the penitent? Where 
are the favoured few, who are to suffer no more 
sickness, no more disappointments or troubles, so 
long as they live? If the troubles of this life consti- 
tute the proper punishment of sin, manifestly none 
either are, or ever were, or ever will be, pardoned. 
And unless the promises of God are broken, none 
ever were, or will be penitent. To such absurdities 
are we driven, by supposing sin to bring all its de- 
served punishment with it, in the present life. 

Some have considered temporal death as the 
proper punishment of sin. They suppose this was 
the death threatened to our first parents in Para- 
dise; and that this constitutes the penalty of the 
divine law. And when it is said in the Scriptures, 
“The soul that sinneth, it shall die.” “The wages 
of sin is death,” &c. they understand this of tempo- 
ral death. Consequently they infer, that when 
temporal death is suffered, all is suffered. There is 
nothing to be endured or feared beyond it. But 
how will this sentiment compare with the divine 
promises of pardon to the penitent? If temporal 





death is the proper punishment of sin, who are the 
pardoned? Who are the penitent? Who are, or 
ever were, or ever will be, exempt from their liabil- 
ity to suffer temporal death ? We are driven, there- 
fore, to the same absurdity as before. We must see 
and say, either that temporal death is not the proper 
deserved punishment of sin, or that penitence and 
pardon are unknown in the religious concerns of 
men. 

Some have believed that mankind are sinners, 
but that Clirist has suffered the penalty of the law, 
and cancelled all the demands of justice, in their 
stead. Consequently the law, they say, is satisfied ; 
justice has no more claims, and all of every char- 
acter are sure of heaven. But if this sentiment be 
true, what mean the frequent proposals of pardon, 
which God has made, and is making, to the peni- 
tent? If Christ has suffered the full penalty of the 
law, in the place of men, for what do they stand in 
need of pardon? Pardon frees those who receive it 
fiom deserved punishment. But if all the punish- 
ment of sinners has been suffered already, in Christ 
their substitute, then they cannot be freed from 
farther deserved punishment. In other words, they 
cannot on this ground, be pardoned. There is no 
room for pardon. It is as tue, therefore, as it is 
that God proposes pardon to the penitent, that 
Christ did not suffer the penalty of the law for men, 
and that neither all men, nor any, can on this ground 
be saved. Christ suffered enough to magnify the 
broken law and make it honourable, to manifest to 
the full the divine displeasure at sin, to answer all 
those purposes in the divine government, which 
could have been answered by inflicting deserved 
punishment-upon our guilty race; but he did not 
suffer the penalty of the law, or cancel the debt of 
justice, for any man living. 

It is the opinion of many, that mankind are sin- 
ners and must repent, and that all will finally be 
brought to repentance. ‘Those who do not repent in 
this life, or in death, will be punished hereafter till 
they do repent. And that degree of punishment 
which is necessary in order to bring them to repent- 
ance, and thus prepare them for happiness, is the 
proper punishment of their sins. But God proposes 
pardon to the penitent ; or, in other words, be pro- 
poses to exempt those who repent, from their lia- 
bility to suffer the due reward of their deeds. But 
on the supposition before us, persons suffer the due 
reward of their deeds, previous to repentance. The 
proper punishment of their sins, is that degree of 
punisimnent, which is requisite in order to bring 
them to repentance. ‘They suffer all they deserve, 
before they repent. How then can they be pardoned 
after they repent? For what do they stand in need 
of pardon? They have nothing more to suffer. 
They have received already the proper punishment 
of their sins. These remarks render it plain, that we 
must either renounce the promises of pardon to the 
penitent, or we must renounce the idea, that the 
proper punishinent of sin is that degree of punish- 
ment which is necessary in order to bring sinners 
to repentance. 

It has been asserted, as a ground of universal sal - 
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in the scriptures. “The idea of future punishment 
never once entered the minds of the sacred writers ; 
nor have they used a single expression, which is fit- 
ted to convey this idea to others. The supposition 
of future punishment is therefore wholly gratu- 
itous.” But the Scriptures, it will not be doubted, 
contain offers of pardon to the penitent. In other 
words, they promise, on condition of repentance, 
exemption from some deserved punishment. What 
thea is this punishment? If it is not future punish- 
ment, it must be present, temporal punishment. 
But from what present, temporal punishment are 
the penitent exempt, more than the impenritent ? 
Both drink alike, here on earth, of the cup of sor- 
row. Both share alike the disappointments, and 
troubles, and ills of life. Both fall alike, by one 
means or another, before the stroke of the “ king 
of terrors.” So far as temporal things are concern- 
ed, “ all things come alike to all, there is one event 
to the righteous, and to the wicked.” If then there 


is no such thing as future punishment, who are the 
pardoned? And where, on this ground, is the 
mighty difference in point of circumstances, be- 
tween those who repent, and those who remain im- 


penitent ? 

It will be obvious, [ think, without pursuing this 
train of remark further, that the principle assumed 
at the commencement of this discussion, contains 
within itself a perfect refutation of nearly all the 
schemes of universal salvation which have ever been 
devised. Only let a person admit (what I suppose 
no one who believes the Bible is unwilling to ad- 
mit) that God will bestow pardon upon the truly 
penitent, let him follow this single truth out, and be 
consistent, and he cannot be a Universalist. He 
cannot stop short of believing, that the proper pun- 
ishment of sin, that to which we are all liable pre- 
vious to pardon, and from which pardon frees us, is 
eternal punishment. 

It appears from what has been said, that there are 
several sorts of Universalists. Among those thus 
denominated, there is a great diversity of religious 
sentiment. They are agreed, to be sure, in the 
general conclusion, that the human family are all 
to be saved ; but they come to this conclusion by 
very different, and in some cases, by totally oppo- 
site routes. ‘Their various modes of arriving at it 
involve systems of religious belief, the most diverse 
and irreconcilable. One, for instance, builds his 
Universalisin upon the principle, that there is no sin 
in the world ; while another builds his upon the op- 
posite principle, that we are great sinners, but that 
Christ has paid the whole debt, and set us free. 
One tells us that there is no such thing as future 
punishment; while another asserts that the wicked 
will be punished in the other world, until they are 
brought to repentance, and thus prepared to be re- 
leased. Some think, that all will be saved through 
the merits of Christ; and others, that the interposi- 
tion of Christ, except as a mere religious teacher, 
was unnecessary. Yet we hear of no disputing 
among these different classes of Universalists. They 
associate together with as much harmony, as though 





they were perfectly united in one mind and jude 

ment. Indeed, it is not uncommon for the cme 
individual to slide from one of these schemes to 
another, in the course of a few days, and even in 
the course of a single conversation, as though the 
distance between them was unperceived, and of no 
account. From facts like these, it is not, | think, 
uncandid to conclude, that with most Universalists 
the great object is, not so much to discover truth, a: 
to support a favourite point. The general concly. 
sion is established first; and the means of arriving 
at it are regarded as of minor importance. The 
point is fixed at once that all must be saved ; ang 
he who can gain this desired point by the shortes 
and best method, is entitled of course to the highest 
praise. No wonder Universalists are for the most 
part, uneasy in their minds. The solemn trifling, 
in which they indulge, is not of a rature to bring 
rest to the soul. As the sand under their feet is con- 
tinually giving way, they must continue struggling, 
or they must sink. But what will they do, when 
their sandy foundation is all gone, when the season 
of trifling is for ever past, and when, in the light of 
another world, despised, dreaded truth is poured in 
upon their consciences, in one resistless and eternal 
stream! 

REPLY TO THE FOREGOING. 

No doubt some who read this paper may be of 
opinion that the reasoning contained in the fore 
going, and the arguments which the writer depends 
on as being amply sufficient to overthrow the doc- 
trine of Universal Salvation, are too weak and in- 
consistent to require or deserve an answer. But 
such should reflect, that the minds of others may 
not, even at this day, have arrived to that salutary 
degree of discernment which enables those who en 
joy it to detect the fatse reasoning which is so very 
palpable in this piece of labour, designed to main- 
tain the doctrine of endless punishment. We have 
no reason to doubt, that the author was satisfied, 
that his arguments were sound; and it is very pro- 
bable that the editor of the Recorder and Telegraph 
was satisfied also that Universalism is refuted, or 
why should he voluntarily expose what he con- 
sidered fallacious, when he must know it would 
operate against the cause in which he is engaged ‘ 
Nor is it at all likely that the author and the editor 
are the only persons in community, who are in- 
capable of discerning, without assistance, the un- 
soundness of the arguments which they have pre- 
sented to the public; many of their readers no 
doubt feel as much assured as they do, that the ar- 
guments of this author are unanswerable. In fact, 
it has been stated, that some have expressed their 
conviction that this piece is a fair refutation of Uni- 
versalism. 

It is presumed that the candid will acknowledge 
that the foregoing considerations form a sufficient 
apology for an attempt to show this advocate of 
endless punishment, and others, who allow his rea- 
soning, wherein his arguments are incorrect, and 
the ground he has taken untenable. 

This writer professes to be acquainted with the 
various views which Universalists entertain, and 
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therefore attempts to overthrow the whole by show- 
ing that the text, on which he relies, is directly op- 
posed to all and every system on which the belief of 
Universal Salvation is predicated. 

The first scheme of Universal Salvation, which 
this writer overthrows, is established on the hypo- 
thesis, that there is no sin in the world, that what- 
ever is, is morally right. There is good reason to 
believe, that this statement was the effect of a want 
of information. The writer of this reply, though 
much conversant with Universalists for more than 
thirty years, has never found any author who built 
his belief of the doctrine or this hypothesis. It is 
true this writer has connected another idea with this 
hypothesis, which many Universalists as well as 
(Calvinists fully believe, viz. That “ Every man an- 
swers the particular end for which he was made,” 
&e. All predestinarians believe this, the orthodox 
ys much as Universalists ; but neither of them con- 
tunds that there is no moral wrong in the world. 

The next scheme of doctrine, which this writer 
ttempts to disprove, by the fact that God proposes 
to pardon the penitent, supposes “ that all men are 
sinners; but that every sin brings its own punish- 
ment directly along with it,” &c. In order to show 
that this scheme is not correct, this writer was unde 
the necessity of informing his readers that pardon 
necessarily frees “the person who receives it from his 
liability to suffer deserved punishment.” Here the 
reader is requested to make a pause, and carefully 
cast in mind the question, whether this statement be 
correct. This advocate of endless punishment was 
evidently sensible that his argument depended en- 
tirely on this, his exposition of the word pardon. 
But this being the case, is not worthy of remark, 
that he should give this exposition no other support 
than barely his own assertion? Is this whole subject, 
after all the importance which has been attached to 
it, not worth one quotation? Surprising! It is 
really mortifying to meet with such attacks. Our 
antagonist comes forward with as high pretensions 
and as great seeming confidence as did Peter the 
hermit, who undertook a crusade to deliver Jerusa- 
lem and the holy sepulchre from the hands of infi- 
dels, and informs the public that he is going to 
prostrate the whole phalanx of Universalists “ by a 
new process of reasoning ;” but the moment he comes 
toa point on which he knows his all depends, he gives 
it the weight of his own assertion, and that is all! 

It is by no means improper to inform this writer 
that he is quite in a mistake to call his process of 
reasoning anew one. Bold and unsupported as- 
sertions are no new things. They have been in use 
as long as error has been supported. 

That this exposition of pardon on which our 
writer depends to disprove Universal Salvation, is 
contrary to scripture is fully proved by a multitude 
of passages, of which the, following are a sample: 
Rom. ii. 6, “ Who will render to every wan ac- 
cording to his deeds.” Col. iii. 25, “ But he that 
doeth wrong shall receive for the wrong which he 
hath done; and there is no respect of persons.” 
These passages, with many others of the same im- 
port, clearly maintain what St. Paul gives us to un- 





derstand in the following passage: Heb. ii. 2, 3, 
“For if the word spoken by angels was steadfast, 
and every transgression and disobedience received 
a just recompense of reward ; how shail we escape, 
if we neglect so great salvation ?” The plain sense 
of this last passage is, that every transgression and 
disobedience, committed under the law dispensa- 
tion, did, under that dispensation, receive a just re- 
compense of reward; and that being a matter of 
fact, it is impossible that any can escape under the 
dispensation of the gospel. What think you now, 
reader, of this writer’s exposition of pardon? li 
what the Scriptures assert is true, and this writer’s 
assertion be true also, every one must see that God 
never did nor ever will pardon a single soul who 
has sinned! But the Scriptures as fully maintain 
the doctrine of pardon or forgiveness as they main- 
tain the doctrine of positive, universal and impar 

tial retribution. See Col. ii. 13,“ And you, being 
dead in your sins, and the uncircumcision of your 
flesh, hath he quickened together with him, having 
* Here we learn that 
those Colossians, who had been dead in sin, had ob- 
tained forgiveness of all their trespasses. Let this 
fact, reader, lie in your understanding by the side 
of the fact which bas been fully proved, that God 
renders to every One according to his works, and 
then you will see that this writer’s exposition of 


forgiven you all trespasses.’ 


pardon is directly opposed to the testimony of di- 
vine inspiration. 

The unhappy fact, respecting our opponent, is 
this; he is too little acquainted with the Scriptures, 
and too much under the influence of popular pre- 
judices to reason correctly on the subject in which 
he has engaged. If his acquaintance with the 
Scriptures had been such as would have justified his 
undertaking, he could not have written his exposi- 
tion of pardon, without bringing to his recollection 
that beautiful passage recorded Isaiah x]. 2, “ Speak 
ye comfortably to Jerusalem, and cry unto her, that 
her warfare is accomplished, that het iniquity is par- 
doned ; for she hath received of the Lord’s hand 
double for all her sins.” What fact does this pas- 
sage state in support of the assertion that the ini- 
quity of Jerusalem was pardoned? Answer, the 
fact that she had already received of the Lord’s 
hand double for all her sins, 

Having now entirely removed the very founda- 
tion on which our opposer rested his whole argu- 
ment, it seems unnecessary to labour to show that 
each particular part of his superstructure is also re- 
moved. Having a clear understanding of the fact, 
that the sinner, who is forgiven or pardoned is also 
duly recompensed according to all his offences, the 
whole argument of our opponent is clearly refuted ; 
and his text shown to have no force in a single point 
of argument, to which he has applied it. And yet 
if his exposition of pardon were allowed, his main 
arguinent would not thereby find support; for as 
Jesus was exalted to give repentance as well as the 
remission of sins, it is just as easy for him to give 
repentance to all men as to any. And this write: 
will do well to consider, that it is sin which obtains 
remission, not deserved punishment. 
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From the (Boston) Universalist Magazine. 
LETTER TO THE EDITORS, 
FROM WALTER BALFOUR, 
On the Day of Judgment. 
Gentlemen—Though something has already been 
aid, both on this passage and on Rom. xiv. 10, to 
jetermine what time Paul meant that the persons 
should appear before Christ’s judgment seat, I have 
prosecuted my inquiry further on this point, if pos- 
sible to arrive at certainty about it. The subject is 
jeeply interesting to all; diversity of opinion exists 
»hout it, and if any thing can be suggested, which 
cends to settle this question, it ought to be done. 
The following I submit for candid consideration. 
When Paul says, “ For we must all appear before 
ihe judgment seat of Christ,” let us ask, at what 
time did he mean that this should take place? It is 
the common belief, that he meant at the end of this 
world, or what is called the day of judgment. But 
surely no candid inquirer ought to take this for 
granted, because it happens to be the popular be- 
lief, and hasbeen so for ages. What course must 
we then pursue, to ascertain whether the popular 
velief be truth, or a misapprehension of Paul’s 
meaning? The course I have pursued is— 
ist. [ inquire of Paul himself in the chapter 
where these words occur, What time did you refer 
to, when you say, “for we must all appear before 
the judgment seat of Christ ?” I Jook then at verse 
Ist, and I find that he speaks of a time, when he and 
those he was writing to, were to have the earthly 
house of this tabernacle dissolved : or in plain lan- 
guage, were to die. Was this the time he referred 
to? We should hardly think any one would contend 
for this, for no one thinks, that the day of judgment 
took place the day Paul died, or at the decease of 
the Corinthians. Besides, if it did, it could only be 
an individaal appearing, whereas it is contended 
that the judgment is to be universal and at the con- 
summation of all things. But even admitting that 
the judgment of every man is to be at his death, and 
to this period Paul refers, how does it appear, that 
then every one receives in his body, according to 
that he hath done, whether it be good or bad? No 
man believes the body at death undergoes any 
punishment, but returns to the dust; nor is this 
the punishment contended for, which those who 
have done either good or bad, receive in their body. 
Seeing this cannot be the period referred to, for all 
return to the dust, I ask— 
2d. Was the appearance before Christ’s judg- 
ment seat at the time referred to, verse 4, when 
“mortality would be swallowed up of life?” This 
could not be at death, or when the earthly house of 





the tabernacle was dissolved, for it is at this period 
corruption or mortality begins. At death, the body 
is sown in corruption or mortality. It is at the 
resurrection it is raised in incorruption. Then, and 
not till then, is mortality swallowed up of life. See 
1 Cor. xv. 42—56. Paul does not say, that when 
the earthly house of his tabernacle was dissolved, 
that his disembodied spirit was to appear before 
Chirist’s judgment seat, to receive what it had done 
in the body. Nor dol find the sacred writers speak, 
as people often do now, about people’s disembodied 
spirits, at death appearing at the judgment seat of 
Christ to receive sentence to endiess happiness or 
misery. Even admitting they did, this could not be 
the period referred to, for it is evident that the 
apostle is not speaking in verse 10, of the spirit 
separate from the body. No other period of time 
that I can find, is referred to in the context bat 
these two; death, and when mortality is swallowed 
up of life, or the resurrection from death. 

But it will be said, no other time need be in 
quired after, for this is just the time we have always 
said, that all mankind are to appear before the judg- 
ment seat of Christ. Tam perfectly aware of this 
Let us then, 

Sd. Ask Paul—Did you mean to say, that when 
mortality should be swallowed up of life, or at the 
resurrection, “all should appear before the judg- 
ment seat of Christ?” Let us again look at verse 9 


and 10 in connexion. “ Wherefore we labour, that 


whether present or absent we may be accepted of 


im. For we must all appear before the judgment 
seat of Christ; that every one may receive the 
things done in his body according to that he hath 
done, whether it be good or bad.” From these two 
verses, let the following questions be asked, and see 
what answers they, together with the context, afford. 
What person did Paul and others Jabour to be ac- 
cepted of ? Answer. The Lord. See verse 8. 
Where did he expect to be accepted of the Lovd ? 
Answer. Atthe judgment seat of Clirist, veise 10. 
What did he mean by being accepted of the Lord 
at his judgment seat? Answer. Receiving in his 
body that which is good, and for which he laboured 
What did he mean, when he said, “ Wherefore we 
labour, that whether present we may be accepted of 
him ? Answer. Present with the Lord, as is plain 
from verse &, and absent from the body, verses 6, 8. 
What then did he mean when he said, “ Wherefore 
we labour that whether absent we may be accepted 
of him? Answer. Absent from the Lord, or to be at 
home in the body. See verse 6. Did Paul then ex- 
pect to be at home in the body, when the judgment, 
at which he laboured to be accepted, arrived? An- 





